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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings 
which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in 
the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is incorrect. A correct 
statement of the status of the claims is as follows: 
Claims 2, 12 and 22 been canceled. 

Claims 1, 3-1 1, 13-21 and 23-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 
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(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 
substantially correct. The changes are as follows: 

NEW GROUND(S) OF REJECTION 

CLAIM 1 6 IS REJECTED UNDER 35 U.S.C. 1 03(A) AS BEING UNPATENTABLE 
OVER BONDY ET AL. (U.S. 5,491,813) IN VIEW OF KELLER ET AL. (U.S. 5,752,032) 
AND SCHOENING ET AL. (U.S. 6,226,788) FURTHER IN VIEW OF SHIRAKABE ET AL. 
(U.S. 5,136,709). 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

5,491,813 BONDY ETAL. 2-1996 

5,752,032 KELLER ETAL. 5-1998 

6,226,788 Bl SCHOENING ET AL. 5-2001 

5,136,709 SHIRAKABE ET AL. 8-1992 
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(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
CLAIM 16 IS REJECTED UNDER 35 U.S.C. 103(A) AS BEING 
UNPATENTABLE OVER BONDY ET AL. (U.S. 5,491,813) IN VIEW OF KELLER ET 
AL. (U.S. 5,752,032) AND SCHOENING ET AL. (U.S. 6,226,788) FURTHER IN VIEW OF. 
SHIRAKABE ET AL. (U.S. 5,136,709). 

AS TO CLAIM 1 6, BONDY, KELLER AND SCHOENING DO NOT TEACH 
LOADING DEVICE DRIVERS, INCLUDING DETERMINING ADDRESSES ASSOCAITED 
WITH FUNCTIONS OF THE PARTICULAR DEVICE-SPECIFIC DRIVER PORTION. 
HOWEVER, SHIRAKABE TEACHES LOADING DEVICE DRIVERS, INCLUDING 
DETERMINING ADDRESSES ASSOCAITED WITH FUNCTIONS OF THE PARTICULAR 
DEVICE-SPECIFIC DRIVER PORTION (COL. 8, LINES 27-53). GIVEN THE TEACHING 
OF SHIRAKABE, ONE OF ORDINARY SKILL IN THE ART WOULD HAVE BEEN 
MOTIVATED TO INCLUDE DETERMINING ADDRESSES INTO BONDY AS MODIFIED 
BECAUSE THIS WOULD HAVE PROVIDED INDEPENDENT CONFIGURATION OF THE 
DRIVER AND THE KERNEL (COL. 1 0, LINES 20-29). 

Claims 1, 13 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bondy et al. (U.S. 5,491,813) in view of Keller et al (U.S. 5, 752,032) further in view of 
Schoening et al. (U.S. 6,226,788). 
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As to claim 1, Bondy teaches loading device-independent driver code (graphic packages 
56, 57, 58, col. 6, lines 7-17), wherein the device-independent code forms a first portion of a 
display driver (code which interacts with applications 51, 52, 53; col. 4, lines 27-42), receiving a 
device identifier associated with a particular device (Silicon Graphics, graPHIGS, col.4, lines 55- 
58), identifying a particular device-specific driver portion (device specific code 81 or 82) from a 
plurality of driver portions associated with the device identifier (col. 4, lines 27-42), loading the 
particular device-specific portion (col. 6, lines 18-30 and 46-53), wherein the device-specific 
portion forms a second portion of the display driver (code which interact with display adapter A, 
B, E, Figs. 1,2). See col. 2, lines 1 1-53; col. 4, linel8 - col. 5, line 45; col. 9, line 41 - col. 
10, line 16. 

However, Bondy does not explicitly teach loading the device-independent driver code 
and the particular device-specific driver portion into kernel mode memory, and requesting a 
device identifier after loading the device-independent code into kernel memory, wherein the 
requested device identifier is to identify a particular device, and the identifying step is based on a 
comparison of versions associated with functions of the device-specific driver portion to versions 
expected through an application program interface. Keller teaches loading the device- 
independent driver code and the particular device-specific driver portion into kernel mode 
memory (kernel memory; col. 7, line 61 - col. 8, line 14), and requesting a device identifier after 
loading the device-independent code into kernel memory, wherein the requested device identifier 
is to identify a particular device (board identifier; col. 13, lines 5-20). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of Bondy and Keller because it provides a flexible, modular device driver architecture 
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that can provide independent hardware configuration options on a dynamic reconfiguration basis 
(col. 3, lines 14-17). 

Schoening teaches device driver management, including locating a name associated with 
the device-specific driver portion in a table using the device identifier (device type value), 
comparing versions associated with functions of the device-specific driver portion to versions 
expected (device mapping table) through an application program interface (device mapper 
operations). See col. 13, lines 60-66, col. 15, lines 14-45, col. 16, line 50 - col. 17, line 59. Given 
the teaching of Schoening, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include 
locating and comparing into Bondy as modified because this would have allowed new devices to 
be added without requiring revision of the applications (col. 3, lines 24-33). 

As to claims 3, 4, 20, 21, 35, Bondy teaches the device identifier includes an application- 
specific integrated circuit identifier / a graphics chip identifier (Silicon Graphics Inc., GL, IBM 
graPHICGS, col. 4, lines 55-58) 

As to claims 5, 6, 18, 19, Keller teaches device driver architecture, wherein a hardware- 
specific driver portion includes direct draw functions (DD 66), and direct 3D functions (68 
including D3D; col. 7, lines 46-60) 

As to claim 7, Bondy teaches calling a function to load a block of executable code in 
kernel mode memory (col. 5, line 62 - col. 6, line 6). 

As to claims 10, 14, Bondy teaches the device-independent driver code includes two- 
dimensional graphics functions (2-D module 56). 

As to claim 13, note discussion of claim 1, and note the equivalence of device- 
independent functions / device-independent driver code. Bondy further teaches device- 
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independent functions are capable of supporting a plurality of different display devices (package 
56 supports devices A, B, C, D represented by the respective adapters); a plurality of device- 
specific driver portions (device specific code; col. 4, lines 27-42), each only capable of 
supporting a portion of the plurality of different display devices (device specific code 81-84 . 
support devices A, B, C, D respectively). Note claim 1 for second function to load and for kernel 
mode memory. 

As to claim 31, it is a program product claim of claim 13, thus not claim 13 for 
discussion. 

As to claims 1 1 and 36, Schoening teaches device driver management, including locating 
a name associated with the device-specific driver portion in a table using the device identifier 
(device type value), comparing versions associated with functions of the device-specific driver 
portion to versions expected (device mapping table) through an application program interface 
(device mapper operations). See col. 16, line 50 - col. 17, line 59. Given the teaching of 
Schoening, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include locating and 
comparing into Bondy as modified because this would have allowed new devices to be added 
without requiring revision of the applications (col. 3, lines 24-33). 

(10) Response to Argument 
A. Rejection of Claims 1, 13 and 31 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (37 C.F.R. § l,192(c)(8)(iv)): 

I) The Schoening reference fails to disclose identifying a particular device-specific driver 
portion 
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In the Brief, Appellant argued in substance that Schoening reference fails to disclose or 
suggest identifying a device specific driver portion based on a comparison of versions associated 
with functions of the device specific portion to versions expected through an application program 
interface (Brief page 9, lines 19-22) because Schoening reference discloses identifying functions 
of an application program interface to be overridden (Brief page 10, lines 8-9). Appellant argued 
that the Schoening reference discloses "the Device Mapper is a table associated with a device or 
device type in a network that identifies Service Module Functions that are overridden for the 
associated device or device type", "a service module is a set of classes derived from the 
Frame Work and FrontEnd packages that define the API, data model, database, and abstract 
functions that implement network device services", thus, the system disclosed in the Schoening 
reference can determine which Device Mapper applies for a particular device version (Brief page 
10, line 17 - page 11, line 15). Appellant further argued there is no disclosure or suggestion in 
the Schoening reference that the set of classes, or their functions, are device-specific driver 
portions for at least the reason that the Schoening reference fails to teach that they are used to 
control the operation of a specific peripheral device in any manner. Since Schoening reference 
states that the set of classes "define the API, data model, database, and abstract functions that 
implement network device services", thus, accordingly, the Device Mapper identifies portions of 
an API and associated abstract functions of network device services, rather than device specific 
driver portion (Brief page 1 1, line 16 - page 12, 8). 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Appellant's arguments, Schoening teaches 
identifying a device specific driver portion ("a mechanism for automatic determination of 
currently supported devices 102 at start-up time, and automatic integration of device-specific 
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overrides of Service Module Functions at start-up time " (emphasis added); col. 12, line 55-61), 
wherein the each Service Module Function is a Java class that is adapted to a particular device 
(col. 13, lines 3 1-32 and lines 40-44), and the Service Module Functions may be instantiated in a 
device-specific manner at runtime when a service is needed by an application (col. 17, line 55 - 
col. 18, line 4), based on a comparison of versions associated with functions of the device 
specific portion to versions expected through an application program interface ("a Device 
Mapper 1214 is associated with each device 102 or device type. Each Device Mapper . . . 
identifies a Service Module Functions 76a-76n that is overridden ... device type"; col. 13, lines 
60-64 and "When a device has more than one version, the versions are handled by subclasses of 
the parent class ... to C55XX"; col. 15, lines 3-13 and "a Device Mapper is located for the 
version portion of the OID"; col. 17, lines 4-5). Thus, the reference of Schoening teaches the 
claimed limitation "identifying a device specific driver portion based on a comparison of 
versions associated with functions of the device specific portion to versions expected through an 
application program interface". 

2) The proposed combination of the Bondy, Keller and Schoening references does not 
disclose or suggest each and every limitation of the claims under appeal. 

As to Appellant's arguments regarding claim 13, the claim recites providing a third 
function to manipulate a processor to load a particular device-specific portion into kernel mode 
memory, wherein the particular device-specific driver portion is associated with the particular 
display device of the plurality of different display devices, and Schoening reference fails to 
disclose or suggest identifying or loading device-specific driver portions (page 12, lines 17-21), 
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examiner respectfully disagrees. In the rejection of claim 13, which recites claim 1, examiner 
shows that Bondy teaches load a particular device-specific (device specific code 81 or 82; col. 4, 
lines 39-42), wherein the particular device-specific driver portion is associated with the 
particular display device of the plurality of different display devices (display adapters A, B, C, 
D, E; see Fig. 3 and col. 7, lines 9-30), and Kelly teaches loading the portion into kernel mode 
memory ("The shell module 72 is the initial component of the device driver 50 loaded into the 
memory ... startup"; col. 7, line 61 - col. 8, line 14 and "As each hardware interface module 76- 
88 is loaded into the memory 16"; col. 15, line 24-25), not Schoening as argued by the 
Appellant/Therefore, the arguments are not persuasive. 

As to Appellant's arguments regarding claim 3 1 that Schoening fails to teach identify a 
particular device-specific driver by locating a name associated with the particular device-specific 
driver portion in a table using the device identifier (Brief page 12, line 22 - page 13, line 2), 
examiner respectfully disagrees. Schoening teaches identify a particular device-specific driver 
(Service Module Functions 76a-76n ... is a Java class that is adapted to a particular device; col. 
13, lines 27-32 and lines 40-44) by locating a name associated with the particular device-specific 
driver portion in a table (a Device Mapper is associated ... device type; col. 13, lines 61-66) 
using the device identifier (sysObjectlDs, each of which references a unique type of device 102; 
col. 13, line 66 - col. 14, line 1 and device type identifier; col. 14, lines 60-62). Also refer to 
response in the section 1 above. Therefore, the arguments are not persuasive. 

Appellant further argued that Bondy, Keller and Schoening references do not teach 
"device driver management" (Brief page 13, lines 3-4), examiner respectfully disagrees. The 
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"device driver management" is not claimed in any of the claims 1, 13 or 3 1, therefore, the 
arguments are not persuasive. 

B. Rejection of claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (37 C.F.R. § l,192(c)(8)(iv)): 

Appellant argued in substance that the claim 16 is depended on claim 13, and claim 16 
did not rely upon the Schoening reference to support a prima facie case of obviousness, 
therefore, the Final Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness in support of claim 
16 (Brief page 13, lines 11-21). 

The ground of rejection for claim 16 has been clarified to correct a typographical 
mistake. Furthermore, in the Final Action, the rejection of claim 16 addressed the new limitation 
that is cited, thus, the rest of the claim 16 which is depended on claim 13 is inherently rejected as 
in claim 13. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related 
Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

This examiner's answer contains a new ground of rejection set forth in section (9) above 
to correct the ground rejection of claim 16 because Schoening et al. (U.S. 6,226,788) was ' 
missing in the rejection header. Accordingly, appellant must within TWO MONTHS from the 
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date of this answer exercise one of the following two options to avoid sua sponte dismissal of 
the appeal as to the claims subject to the new ground of rejection: 

(1) Reopen prosecution. Request that prosecution be reopened before the primary 
examiner by filing a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 with or without amendment, affidavit or other 
evidence. Any amendment, affidavit or other evidence must be relevant to the new grounds of 
rejection. A request that complies with 37 CFR 41.39(b)(1) will be entered and considered. Any 
request that prosecution be reopened will be treated as a request to withdraw the appeal. 

(2) Maintain appeal. Request that the appeal be maintained by filing a reply brief as set 
forth in 37 CFR 41 .41 . Such a reply brief must address each new ground of rejection as set forth 
in 37 CFR 41.37(c)(l)(vii) and should be in compliance with the other requirements of 37 CFR 
41 .37(c). If a reply brief filed pursuant to 37 CFR 41 .39(b)(2) is accompanied by any 
amendment, affidavit or other evidence, it shall be treated as a request that prosecution be 
reopened before the primary examiner under 37 CFR 41 .39(b)(1). 

Extensions of time under 37 CFR 1.136(a) are not applicable to the TWO MONTH time 
period set forth above. See 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(b) for extensions of time to reply for patent 
applications and 37 CFR 1.550(c) for extensions of time to reply for ex parte reexamination 
proceedings. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Diem Cao 
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A Technology Center Director or designee must personally approve the new 
ground(s) of rejection set forth in section (9) above by signing below: 

Wendy Garber, Director Technology Center 2100 



Conferees: 




WlLOAK/ifHOMSON 



William Thomson, Supervisor Art Unit 2194 SUPE RV!SORY PATENT EXAMINER 



Eddie Lee, Supervisor 




EDDIE C.LEE 

SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



